Much has been written about the need for more humane, ethical, socially just and 14 transparent ways of doing business and performing entrepreneurial activities. Consistent 15 with this, concepts such as sustainable development, corporate citizenship, corporate 16 sustainability (CS), sustainable entrepreneurship, business ethics, and corporate social 17 responsibility (CSR), among many others, have emerged. This diversity of expressions 18 raises the need to development a new typology for to corporate sustainability. This paper 19 addresses this gap and describes a framework typology for corporate sustainability, by 20
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Based on their research, Roca and Searcy (2012) assert, as probable causes for this lack 25 of consensus, the inexistence of standardization as well as the manner the information is 26 publicized, as the reports can be used for various purposes. In turn, Braungart et al. (2007) 27 refer to the level of uncertainty presented by some of the measurement criteria, as well as 28 by the fact that companies choose specific indicators to enhance objectives or legitimate 29 interests.
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To reduce the ambiguity, it would be important that decision makers understand what 31 they are measuring, the type of methodologies and systems to be used, how the indicators react, their magnitude, and the way they relate to the sustainability which they intend to Therefore, we can infer that the sustainable company should be the one which practices 50 systemic sustainability, strategically planned on the short, medium and long terms, by 51 adopting creative management models. In order to do this, it will have to deal with all 52 stakeholders in a transparent manner because their responsibility has precedence 53 implications and their acts transcend the conclusion of a transaction, since this 54 responsibility goes far beyond the service or product life cycle. Abdelnour 2010).
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Each phase is associated to a type of strategy that is dependent on the company's 21 behaviour patterns. We have, therefore, defensive strategies which seek stability, 
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It is accepted that the adoption of measures to achieve the sustainability of a given The understanding of what are and how to define the organizational boundaries has 36 been a central theme in the studies of organizational sustainability, spreading across various 37 aspects and fields of interest. Thus, there is an understanding in the area of sustainability 38 that the organizational border is not confined within itself. In this sense, the type of 39 company will depend on the perception of its border and what it understands as society and 40 environment.
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The prevalent understanding of company boundaries is that this concept is not one- competence, which is connected to the ability to manage and construct from its combined resources; and, finally the identity "who we are". However, they maintain that the subset of 48 the various boundaries contribute to the formulation and notion of a single limit.
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In turn, Singh et al. (2009) argue that the company boundary is operational and is 50 directly related to performance evaluation. This limit is associated to all the impacts 51 generated by its business cycle.
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Other authors understand the organizational boundary as the effective control of the 53 company by its "government", which is legitimized by its shareholder structure by 54 empowering them to define the strategic planning and manage the business operating Three features will be taken into consideration as internal forces: measured using as reference of its impact, the magnitude of the existing gradient between 4 the positive and negative aspects of its development as part of any process of change.
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One of the characteristics of human systems has been their particular interest in 6 increasing the "constant" of change at an accelerated rate (Barney 2000), by adopting shorter and shorter transformation cycles which are accompanied by a multiplicity of 7 factors which produce precedence impacts, and, therefore, affect several systems. On the 8 other hand, the increase of these changes has fostered a progressively higher degree of 9 complexity in all systems where human activities are conducted. 
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Many of the problems caused by the dynamics brought about by companies have led to 19 the perpetuation of direct effects, which have been the consented cause of degradation of other systems. There is also a positive side to their actions but in some spheres it is not 20 enough to balance the negative aspects of their influence. intensity and its impact and importance as a transformative agent has global implications.
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They are key actors in contributing to sustainability and their technical capacity and 36 strength are fundamental to achieve it. Figure 1 presents 
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They should, therefore, be approached and dealt with distinctively. The relationship between generating and adding value involves the ability the company 4 demonstrates to develop strategies that ensure the viability of its business overtime. This 5 introduces a critical matter to the company, associated with the ability to balance short-term 6 operating costs and potential future benefits, as well as the need for maintaining a capital structure that guarantees its operational capacity.
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It should be noted that certain costs and values associated to the TBL are based on 8 concepts that are difficult to quantify (intangibility of results). These concepts themselves 9 seem like feasible ideas. However, when one tries to place a value on them, so that it is 10 possible to assess and measure their contribution to sustainability as a whole, it proves to be 11 extremely difficult to concretize. This is the case, for example, of social justice, ecosystem 12 services and environmental degradation. Similarly, this difficulty extends to capital stock. 
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The relationship and combination between these capitals leads to two different notions 
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The proposition that we will develop is not based on the market (the value attributed by 44 Table 1 shows a structure which describes the types of sustainable companies and their levels of sustainability. This structure allows us to position the company taking into 45 consideration its initiatives, activities and operational strategies. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15 16 17
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Thus, our proposal is based on the following:
18
At each moment the company is responsible for the promotion of the changes that it To typify what is a sustainable company we refer to the dimensions described on the 4 previous paragraph. As shown in Table 1 , each of the dimensions described was 5 characterized:
6 Sustainability dimension (Extent):
7
Depending on the company perspective, it can operate in a one-dimensional 8 system, in which its main concern focuses on the economic aspects ("business-as- 
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It remains the company's goal to create economic value that can be measured in 33 several ways as, for instance, profit, return on assets and market value. Thus, the 34 first to benefit by this added value are the capital owners (shareholders). From a 35 sustainability perspective, value creation is obtained by achieving a balance of the 36 capitals that make up TBL, which serve a broader set of stakeholders and will 37 ultimately serve the common good both in the present and future time.
39
Both the dimensions as their typological characterization allows us to define the types 40 of companies according to their level of commitment to sustainability. Urban, Nikolov 2013) allows us to consider a different set of key aspects which enclose 13 characteristics that, in our view, help to understand better the business typologies and their 14 actions. Table 3 shows the various key aspects mentioned. Needless to say that nothing is 15 obvious and these aspects should be interpreted and judged through the performance and 16 perception that the companies have of them and also by their understanding of CSR. Communication As a mean for promotion As a mean for promotion As a mean for information
Levels of sustainability
Characterization Company typology (-) Incipient 1. Companies in a state of alienation in what concerns the effects of their impacts 2. Focused on obtaining short-term benefits, without considering the consequences and risks of their choices 3. Permanent conflict with the supply and demand ratio, presenting production levels which are not in line with real consumption needs 4. Inefficient in what they produce and consume 5. Development is dictated by dominant market trends Conventional Progressive 1. Companies which try to connect with their stakeholders 2. Actions directed to solving specific problems 3. Focus their strategies on specific areas and do not apply a cross-sectional approach 4. Governance uses the resources available to, alternately, promote the interests of the company and benefit the shareholders 5. Takes environmental and social issues into consideration but does not know how to handle these dimensions dimensions. Table 4 describes the levels proposed. Maximize the benefit of their investors
Maximize the benefit of their investors. A portion of the earnings reverse to offset some of the negative externalities produced at the social level Maximize society wealth creation by providing health products and services
Markets
Comply with the rules in market practice
Seek to avoid the bad effects that their products and services may have Profits from the competitive advantage opportunities that they create and plan
Stakeholders Answer information requests Show social commitment
Promote the integration of stakeholders in the company to find conjoint solutions
Placement
The new requirements of the liabilities shall produce legal norms to be followed by all
The new responsibilities assumed favour the company performance Assuming responsibilities allow the differentiation of the company from all the others Positioning Reactivity Pro-activity Leadership Communication As a mean for promotion As a mean for promotion As a mean for information considering the consequences and risks of their choices 3. Permanent conflict with the supply and demand ratio, presenting production levels which are not in line with real consumption needs 4. Inefficient in what they produce and consume 5. Development is dictated by dominant market trends Conventional Progressive 1. Companies which try to connect with their stakeholders 2. Actions directed to solving specific problems 3. Focus their strategies on specific areas and do not apply a cross-sectional approach 4. Governance uses the resources available to, alternately, promote the interests of the company and benefit the shareholders 5. Takes environmental and social issues into consideration but does not know how to handle these dimensions 4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60 http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/tted E-mail: tede@vgtu.lt
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